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Dear Harold (cc. Roffman) 

Th anir s for your recent mailings. I have teen diddling 
about with not much do do, and these were enough to get me 
off my duff. I know, too, that you are writing, so that 
my inactivity of the past several weeks at least had the 
salutary effect of getting me off your neck. 

It is distressing that Howard's hook did not make it 
with the publisher. Your letter to Howard does not indicate 
the basis for rejection, so that 1 cannot comment on that. 

(I have not quite finished the book, but what I have read 
shows no faults that cannot be easily removed by sound 
editing.) It is important, as you note, that he not be 
discouraged by the failure to make it with his first try, 
especially now when xffifcsxESi publishers 1 interest in assas- 
inations is cool. Even several rejections would not be 
disasterous, for much of what Howard writes can be excerpted 
and prepared as articles. 

Enclosed is a ditto copy of my monograph on the fxsg 
dustlike fragments — it's considerably shorter than the _ 
earlier verion, (I'll send a copy to Howard later ). I just 
finished making these today, and have not yet decided what 
to do with them — and it. In time, after 1 have gotten some 
demonstration photos and X-rays showing penetration of tiny 
fragments, i'll seek a publisher — right nO'w ± don't know 
who or when. ~ In the mean time, these copies will go to a 
few friends. 

iou may use the monograph on the head fragments in any 
way that you wish. I believe that I can summarize the contents 
in 15 or so lines, but it will take a short while. I'll send 
it later, and you can use it as you like. 

You are wrong in saying that "Morgan really told you 
nothing new". He told me far more than you think. Eor 
example, the Hanel Report say that the majority of frag- 
ments were in the right front part of the head, but does not 
indicate whether any were located in the back of the brain. 

If they were spread throughout the right side of the brain, 
front and rear, with the majority of them in the front, that 
would be highly indicative that the shot originated from the 
front. The knowledge that there were none in the rear of the 
brain (implicit in Morgan's staement that my diagram is 
accurate, and his failure to suggest that fragments were located 
in the back) absolutely clinches the case for a shot from the 
front. A bullet could not have broken apart at the back of the 
head without leaving some, many, of those dustlike fragments 
embedded in the back of the brain. Even supposing that all the 
fragments had the energy to penetrate for an inch or two, some 
would have to be visible in X-rays near the entry site. The 
fragments spread in all directions except backward. Some would 
travel to the left and right, so that even if they penetrated 
an inch it two into the brain, on X-rays (which give one-dimen- 
sional depictions) they would appear to be very near the hole. 

If the bullet fragmented into dust at the back of the head, 
X-rays would have to show fragments in that area, no matter how 
far they penetrated. 
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Besides, the case id farther clinched by the location 
of the "finely divided" fragments, even if there were larger 
fragments in the rear of the "brain. There is absolutely no 
way in which those smaller fragments could have penetrated 
more deeply that the larger, The explanation is in the 
monograph. 

If you read the monograph and note typo or spelling 
errors that l have not noted, please tell me. l have not 
yet had a chance to proof it carefully. 

lour point about the Panel's use of the word "ends" 
in relation to the formation of "finely divided" fragments 
is well taken — the more so because it ties in with what 
you said about their use "postero-anterior direction". They 
are both examples of the same semantic trick. 1 think, 
however, that both can be used reasonably in describing a 
stationary image. Any line, after all, has two ends ( or, 
if you wish, tw beginnings). I am not arguing against 
rour jising the bit about "ends" — indeed, it fits so neatly 
with the other thing that if you use one you should refer 
to the other. 

I have to leave soon, so I’ll cut this here. Both my 
kids are taking ice skating lessons (at a local arena* — we 
havn’t frozen over yet), and I have to pick them up. It’s 
really grand to watch them (and the other 'kids) go at this 
thing — they, are so bright, so intense, have so much "balls", 
last week one boy took so many spills, bumped into the wall 
so many times, that he must have been black and blue all over. 
He was weeping continuously, but the little bastard would not 
give up. i think it was exaspetation mor than pain that made 
him cry, for he was unusually awkward on skates. Most kids 
take to it very naturally (unless we put fear in them by our 
sense of caution) — by "kids" I mean anywhere up from infancy. 
They get started very young hereabouts, the younger the better. 
My own are both fairly good skaters, but they lack discipline 
and grace ; these lessons will grovide them. (My youngest, 

Mati, says #hat she know how to skate pretty well, but wants 
to take the lessons so that she can be good enough to teach 
me. That’ll be the dayl) 



Still, 




